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STATUS OF THE APPLICATION 

• Claims 1-8 and 1 1-20 are rqected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a), (e) as being anticipated by 
U.S. Patent No. 6,617,621 to Gheewala et ah {“Gheewala'^. 

« Claims 9-10 are rqected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Gheewala. 

• Claim 13 is objected to on the basis of infoimalities. 
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REMARKS 



General 

Please cancel claims 6-8. 

The Objection to Claim 13 

As requested by the Examiner, claim 13 has been corrected so as to remove the identified 
objectionable language. 

The Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S 102(a). (e) 

aaiins 1-5 and 1 1-20 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(a) and/or (e) as being 
unpatentable over Gheewala. Applicants respectfully traverse, noting fiiat Gheewala does not 
disclose all elements of claims 1-5 and 11-20 as amended. More specifically, Gheewala only 
discloses standard pre-fabrication of individual ICs, which are known to have IP integration and 
fioor planning requirements. It does not disclose wafers having multiple dice that can each be 
programmed into a different concept-validating IC, nor does it disclose a process flow for 
fabricating separate ICs firom each of these concept- validating ICs without IP integration or floor 
planning requirements. 

Gheewala discloses standard device pre-fabrication. The first three metal layers (Ml — 
M3) of an IC are pre-fabiicated, allowing the next two metal layers (M4 — M5) to be custom 
designed so as to custom-interconnect these prefabricated gates (Col. 10:29-41). 

Initially, note that Gheewala only discloses pre-fabrication of individual ICs — its 
drawings all show device-level components of a single IC, and its description does not extend to 
the wafer level. In contrast, Applicants’ claims 1 and 1 1 recite a wafer having a plurality of dice, 
each “configured to be separately programmed into a customized concept validating IC.” 

Furthermore, even if Gheewala can be extended to the wafer level, Gheewala does not 
disclose wafers with different concept validating (i.e., “proof-of-concept”) ICs on them, nor does 
it disclose design flows for fabricating separate ICs from each different concept validating IC 
with no intellectual property (IP) integration or floor planning requirements. As noted in 
Applicants’ specification as filed, prior ait pre-fabiicated circuits, such as those used by 
Gheewala, have separate sets of IP, as well as separate floor planning requirements, for each 
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different IC (Specification, 9, 63). A wafer witii multiple different ICs would thus require 
integration of tiiese different IP sets and floor planning requirements before it could be produced. 
In contrast, the required IP is already integrated into Applicants* SMPWs (Specification, ^ 63), 
and the floor planning requirement for each IC is already known, as it is pre-fabiicated up to the 
contact level (Id.) Claims 1 and 11 thus disclose design flows for fabricating sqiarate ICs, with 
“no IP integration or floor p lanning requirements.” Accordingly, claims 1 and 1 1 are patent^le 
over Gheewala for at least this reason. Similarly, claims 2-5, and 12-20 depend fiom claims 1 
and 8 respectively, and are thus patentable over Gheewala for at least this same reason. 

The Rejections under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 

Claims 9-10 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being obvious over Gheewala. For 
the same reasons as described above. Applicants respectfully traverse, noting that Gheewala does 
not disclose all elements of claims 9-10 as amended. More specifically, Gheewala does not 
disclose wafers with multiple dice, “each die configured to be separately programmed into a 
customized concept validating IC” nor does it disclose design flows for fabricating separate ICs, 
with “no IP integration or floor planning requirements.” 
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CONCLUSION 



In view of the above, it is respectfully stibmitted that Claims 1-5 and 9-20 are now in 
condition for allowance. 

The Examiner is invited to call Applicants’ attorney at the number below in order to speed 
die prosecution of this application. 

The Commissioner is authorized to charge any deficiencies in fees and credit any 
oveipayment of fees to Deposit Account No. 07-1896 . 



Respectfully submitted, 

DLA PIPER RUDNICK. GRAY CARY US IIP 



Dated: 




DLA PIPER RUDNICK GRAY CARY US LLP 

2000 University Avenue 

East Palo Alto, CA 94303 

Telephone: (650) 833-2104 

Facsimile: (650) 833-2001 
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